
Message 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

CC: 
Subject: 

Carroll, Timothy [Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov] 

12/28/20216:15:44 PM 
Julia John [julia.john@chemicalwatch.com] 
EPA Press Office [Press@epa.gov] 
Re: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

From: Carroll, Timothy <Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, December 28, 20211:15:18 PM 

To: Julia John <julia.john@chemicalwatch.com> 

Cc: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

Hi Julia, apologies for the delay here. We don't have anything to add beyond our initial statement for your most 
recent follow-up, but did want to pass along the further clarification below from the program on your other Qs. 

Can you also confirm that the New Chemicals Division referred PCBTF to the Existing Chemical Program, as 
recommended in the memo? 

When this PMN was being evaluated by the agency in December 2019, risk assessments for both the new chemicals and 
existing chemicals programs were housed in the same division within OPPT. When Congress wrote TSCA in 1976 it 

exempted every one of the thousands of chemicals in commerce at that time from having to go through the new 

chemicals assessment process. The 2016 amendments to TSCA direct EPA to do risk evaluations on the existing 

chemicals that were grandfathered in under the original law and requires EPA to have at least 20 risk evaluations in 

process at any given time. EPA is meeting those requirements. See the 2021 Annual Plan for TSCA Risk Evaluations for 

more information: https://www.epa.gov/assessing-and-rnanaging--chemicals--u11der--tsca/a1111ual--plan-tsca-risk-· 

evaluations. 

One more clarification I need is on whether it's the solvent being part of the polymer's manufacturing process that 
makes it not "intentionally part of the PMN substance". 

The referenced solvent is used as a processing aid and is present to help the solids come together as a solution. In other 

words, the solvent is used to help dissolve and facilitate the reaction of the other components that make up the PMN 

substance. Therefore, EPA does not consider the solvent to be "intentionally" part of PMN substance. 

From: Julia John <julia.john@chemicalwatch.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, December 28, 20218:34 AM 

To: Carroll, Timothy 

Cc: EPA Press Office 

Subject: RE: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

Hi Tim, 

Sorry for the additional email, but I realized I also require some information directly from the agency about its stance on 
PCBTF as a VOC-exempt chemical. PEER says that "by calling these chemicals a 'safer choice', and by allowing the 

companies themselves to tout their safety and 'green; nature," the agency is encouraging PCBTF use. Is this accurate? 

My deadline is 11 a.m. Eastern Time today. 
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Thanks, 

Julia 

North America Reporter 

+44(0)1743 818 101 (head office) 

chemlcalwatch.com 

Follow us on 

DISCI.AIMf.R 
This c:ommu~ication contains iofonriation that is proprieta1y,. privileged or contide~tial ad intended solely fo,· the 
use of named addressees. If you an~ r:ot a r:;jmed addressee, you are notitled that voe: ;jre r:ot authorized to read, 
prir.l, retoin, copy or Cissemir.ate thlS cornmunicabon withoL:t the consent of the serider and that doir.g so is 
~,tnc:t!y prohbit~cL J you have n~cei,ii~d this c:ormnunk:aUm1 ic~ errm, p!i~ase c~otify the ~,ender \.da return e-rnaH arnj 

delete it from your computer. Thank you. (vOj 

From: Julia John 

Sent: Monday, December 27, 20214:00 PM 

To: Carroll, Timothy <Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov> 

Cc: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 

Subject: RE: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

Hi Tim, 

Thanks for clarifying! Could you also confirm that the New Chemicals Division referred PCBTF to the Existing Chemical 

Program, as recommended in the memo? PEER says that didn't happen. And one more clarification I need is on whether 

it's the solvent being part of the polymer's manufacturing process that makes it not "intentionally part of the PM N 
substance". 

Thanks again, 

Julia 

From: Carroll, Timothy <Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov> 

Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 3:38 PM 

To: Julia John <iulia.john@chemicalwatch.com> 
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Cc: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

*** WARNING: this message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER. Please be cautious, particularly with links 
and attachments. * * * 

Hey Julia, here's our response to your follow-up. Let us know if there's anything else we can help with! 

While the PMN substance in question was subject to the polymer exemption, the company still submitted a 
PMN to the agency. Since the company did submit the PMN, EPA conducted the risk assessment and did not 
identify any hazards or risks associated with the PMN substance and issued a "not likely" determination. 

Companies do not have to use the polymer exemption, and at times a company will choose to submit a PMN for 
business/other reasons (even if they qualify under the exemption). For example, some companies have 
conveyed to EPA that they cannot get their customer to use their product until it is on the TSCA Inventory. In 
order to get on the Inventory, a company must go through the PMN process and EPA will conduct a full risk 
assessment. 

From: Julia John <julia.john@chemicalwatch.com> 

Sent: Monday, December 27, 20211:39:42 PM 

To: Carroll, Timothy <Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov> 

Cc: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 

Subject: RE: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

Hi Tim, 

Thanks, this is helpful! So a PM N was not submitted for the polymer due to the exemption? And was PCBTF referred to 

the Existing Chemical Program? When you say it "is not intentionally part of the PMN substance," do you mean the 

solvent is simply part of the substance's manufacturing process? And does the agency have any plans to scrutinize and 
address PCBTF's cancer risk? 

Thanks again, 

Julia 

North America Reporter 

+44(0)1743 818 101 (head office) 

chemlcalwatch.com 

Chemical 
Watch 

Follow us on 

DISCLAIMER 
Th:,, cornrnmication c:ontai~s infor~·,ation that :s pro;J•·ipta,v, ;irivilegPd o•· rn~fd,c,,·,tial ,ind intended solely 

fo1-- the use ol n,;nced ,;ddressees. If you ,;re not a named add,ess2e, vou are notified Hnt you a1--·2 not 
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aulhocized lo r·ead, prinl, rda,n, copy or di,se1r+1ate this cornmun,cal,on without lhe consent of lhe 
sender· and that doing so:,, strictly proh:bited. If you ;•,av<" n"cPived th:,, rn'1·1•nu'1icat:on h P•Tor, ple;ise 

notify he send2, via retun1 e-,naii and delel2 it from yow· com put.er. Thank you. (vO) 

From: Carroll, Timothy <Carroll.Timothy@epa.gov> 

Sent: Monday, December 27, 202112:00 PM 

To: Julia John <iulia.john@chemicalwatch.com> 

Cc: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

*** WARNING: this message is from an EXTERJ"·.JAL SENDER. Please be cautious, particularly v.,rith links 
and attachments. *** 

Hi Julia, thanks for reaching out. See below for our response, hope this helps. Let us know if you have any 

other questions, thanks! 

EPA and the Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention are committed to the agency's mission to protect human 

health and the environment. 

Regarding the specific PMN in question: 

The PMN substance that is the question of this inquiry is a polymer contained in a paint. The PMN substance is a 

polymer and it qualifies for the polymer exemption. 

As background, the 1985 memo, attached, describes how to address a circumstance in which an existing chemical is 

included as an intentional component of a PMN substance and when that existing chemical poses risk. Under the 

referenced policy, the solvent would be referred to the Existing Chemical Program and would not be addressed under 

the new chemical review because the solvent in question is not intentionally part of the PMN substance. The relevant 

language from the memo that describes this exemption is found on page 9, item #1. The 1985 memo, while written in 

the context of TSCA as it existed in 1985, contains guidance that remains useful in reviewing new chemicals under the 

amended law. 

When Congress wrote TSCA in 1976 it exempted every chemical in commerce from having to go through the new 

chemicals assessment process. The 2016 amendments to TSCA direct EPA to do risk evaluations on the existing 

chemicals that were grandfathered in under the original law and requires EPA to have at least 20 risk evaluations in 

process at any given time. EPA is meeting those requirements. While one can accurately state that many of the 

chemicals that were grandfathered into the 1976 law may pose risks and remain unrestricted under TSCA, the PM N 

substance subject to this inquiry was not handled inappropriately or inconsistently with TSCA. 

Regarding scientific integrity: 

Restoring scientific integrity has been a top priority across the Agency since the beginning of the Biden-Harris 

Administration. Significant efforts are underway to understand and address concerns that have been raised. We are 

continuing to make improvements to the program and are cooperating fully with the ongoing IG investigation. 

EPA's new chemicals program has been engaging in targeted, all-hands-on deck efforts to catalogue, prioritize and 

improve its procedures, recordkeeping and decision-making practices related to review and management of new 

chemicals under TSCA. The new chemicals program has already implemented several important changes to provide 

additional opportunities for resolution of differing scientific opinions, and to allow input into the decision-making by EPA 

subject matter experts outside of the division. This includes, for example, a revised process for review and finalization of 

human health risk assessments, and the formation of a new advisory body within the program to review and consider 

both scientific and science policy issues related to new chemical submissions. 
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The following are examples of additional actions OCSPP has already taken to address scientific integrity concerns across 

the office: 

• Ongoing cooperation with Inspector General's investigation; 

• Implementation of several new processes for scientists to elevate their concerns and get a review wherever 

there's disagreement; 

• A change in the performance metric for the New Chemicals Division, such that expediency of reviews is not the 
only measure of success, see FY 2022-2026 strategic plan draft; 

• Series of scientific integrity trainings for the entire office to emphasize the importance of these policies; 

• Independent contractor review of the TSCA New Chemicals program to capture feedback from employees and 

management about any potential workplace barriers and opportunities for organizational improvement; and 

• Ongoing collaboration with EPA's Office of Research and Development on furthering scientific research relevant 

to new chemical reviews. 

From: Julia John <iulia.iohn@chemicalwatch.com> 

Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 8:34 AM 

To: EPA Press Office <Press@epa.gov> 
Subject: Media inquiry: PEER on EPA "hiding" VOC-exempt chemical's carcinogenicity 

Hi there, 

I hope you had a nice holiday. I'm covering these new PEER claims, and I'd really appreciate getting the EPA's comment 

on them by 2 p.m. Eastern Time today. Here are my specific questions: 

1) Overall, what's the agency's response to the accusations? How credible are they? 

2) What, if any, mischaracterizations about the agency's efforts around PCBTF and its authorities do the PEER 

press release and complaint summary contain? 

3) To what extent is the EPA actually promoting PCBTF? 

4) According to the law, how is the agency supposed to deal with new chemicals including existing ones that pose 

risks? In PCBTF's case, how did the agency fulfill its legal duties? 

5) How widespread and significant is this potential problem of the EPA not considering existing chemical risks 

within new chemical assessments? Are there any other specific examples of this? 

Thanks so much, 

Julia 

North America Reporter 

+44(0)1743 818 101 (head office) 

chemlcalwatch.com 

Chemical 
Watch 

Follow us on 

DiSCi.AIMrn 
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sender· and Uiat dn1ng so:~ striclly pro~i:bil2cL lf you hav:~ n~c:~1ved Ui:~ :.:o~n:-rn.i~iical:on in :~:Tor, please 

notify the send,c.,- via r·eturn e--,nail and deletE< it from your compute,_ Tha~k you_ (vO) 
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